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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 41-59, 61-74 and 76 have been examined. 09/598,586 is continuation of 
08/892,563. Which is a continuation of 08/439,626, which is a continuation of 
08/385,381 (Pat. No. 5,483,444), which is a continuation of 08/143,453 (dated 
10/26/1993). 

Response to Amendment 

2. In response to Non Final Rejection filed 09/22/2006, the Applicant filed an 
Amendment on 02/22/2007, which amended claims 41 and 61 and cancel claims 
60 and 75. Applicant's amendment overcame the Section 112 rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 41-59, 61-74 and 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lockwood (US 5,309,355) in view of LaRoche (US 5,239,460) and 
further in view of Lieberman (US 5,855,369) and Hawaii Hotels Hold Fast (Dialog file 
16:01866487). 

As per claims 41 , Lockwood teaches: 
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A computerized on-line incentive system for awarding points to an agent 
conducting an on-line purchase for a customer, the system comprising: 

(a) an access device connected to a network (see column col 1 , lines 35-45); 

(b) a computerized on-line sales environment, connected to the network and 
thereby accessible to the agent of the access device, the on-line sales environment 
permitting the agent to determine items that are for sale and conduct an on-line 
purchase of said items (see col 1 , lines 35-45; col 8, lines 3-1 8); 

Lockwood fails to teach: 

(c) an on-line award system connected to the network, the on-line award 
system being in communication with the on-line sales environment and possessing an 
account holding a point total corresponding to the agent, wherein the on-line awards 
system modifies the agent's point total in response to adjustment or cancellation of the 
online purchase. However, LaRoche teaches a system that rewards sales agents with 
award points based upon said agents performance, such as the number or dollar value 
of sales made by said agents (see LaRoche col 3, lines 20-45), Hawaii Hotels teaches 
an incentive program for travel agents, which awards points toward various prizes for 
each room booked by said travel agent at one of Aston's Hotels (see Hawaii Hotels 
paragraph 21) and Lieberman teaches a system where entrants are required to 
purchase a product and deposit proof that he has done so, in order to be eligible for a 
prize (see Lieberman col 1 , lines 55-60). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to know that 
travel agents using the Lockwood 's travel reservation system would be motivated to 
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participate in the LaRoche 's and Hawaii Hotels award system in order to motivate said 
agents to generate additional sales as said agents would be compensated with award 
points based upon the number or dollar value of sales made. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to 
know that Lockwood . LaRoche and Hawaii Hotels would be motivated to award prizes 
to travel agents that place reservations to customers that purchased and attended said 
reservations or events, as taught by Lieberman in order that Lockwood, LaRoche and 
Hawaii Hotels don't finish giving prizes, which cost money, to agents for reservations 
that were later canceled and, therefore did not bring any revenue to the companies 
participating in said incentive programs. 

As per claim 61 , Lockwood teaches: 

A computerized on-line method for awarding points to an agent conducting an 
on-line purchase for a customer, comprising the steps of: 

a) receiving on-line purchase information from the agent via an access device 
connected to a network (see Lockwood column 1 , lines 35-45; col 8, lines 5-10); 

b) determining availability of an item to be purchased (see Lockwood column 7, 
line 62 -col 8, line 10); 

Lockwood fails to teach: 

c) communicating the on-line purchase information to an awards system 
following the purchase of said item. 

d) awarding points to the agent based on the on-line purchase information; and 

e) cumulating the points in a specified account for the agent. 
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However, LaRoche teaches a system that reward sales agents with award points 
based upon said agent performance, such as the number or dollar value of sales made 
(see LaRoche col 3, lines 20-45). LaRoche keep track of agents' awarded points in a 
specified account for the agents and display said points to the agents in real-time (see 
LaRoche col 4, lines 6-25) and Hawaii Hotels teaches an incentive program for travel 
agents, which awards points toward various prizes for each room booked by said travel 
agent at one of Aston's Hotels (see Hawaii Hotels paragraph 21 ). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was 
made, to know that travel agents using the Lockwood 's travel reservation system would 
be motivated to participate in the La Roche 's and Hawaii Hotels ' award system in order 
to motivate said agents to generate additional sales as said agents would be 
compensated with award points based upon the number or dollar value of sales made. 

Lockwood fails to teach wherein the on-line awards system modifies the agent's 
point total in response to adjustment or cancellation of the online purchase. However, 
the same argument made in claim 41 regarding this missing limitation is also made in 
claim 61 . 

As per claim 42, Lockwood teaches: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the 
computerized on-line sales environment comprises: 

(a) a computerized reception component adapted to receive information 
relating to the on-line purchase (see column 8, lines 1-20); 
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(b) a computerized processing component adapted to process the information 
relating to the on-line purchase (see column 8, lines 1-20); and 

(c) a computerized purchasing component adapted to effectuate the on-line 
purchase (see column 8, lines 1-20; col 1, lines 35-45). 

As per claim 43, Lockwood teaches: 

The computerized on-line sales environment of claim 42, wherein the reception 
component, processing component, and purchasing component reside on two or more 
computers that are in communication with each other and the network (see figure 1). 

As per claim 44, Lockwood teaches: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the 
computerized on-line sales environment comprises: 

(a) a computerized on-line purchase system adapted to receive the on-line 
purchase request (see col 8, lines 1-20); 

(b) a conversion system adapted to convert the on-line purchase request into 
one or more different formats (see column 1 , lines 25-50; figure 4); and 

(c) an on-line purchase facility adapted to effectuate the on-line purchase 
(see column 8, lines 1-10). 

As per claim 45, Lockwood teaches: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the 
computerized on-line sales environment comprises one or more on-line purchase 
computers connected to the network, the on-line purchase computers being adapted to 
receive, process, and effectuate the online purchase request (see figure 1). 
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As per claims 46 and 62, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
award system further comprises a verifier classifying a point amount as pending until a 
predetermined event occurs and converting the pending point amount to a redeemable 
point amount after the occurrence of the event. However, LaRoche teaches an award 
system that verifies the number or dollar value of sales made by agents and based 
upon said verification awards said agents with award points (see LaRoche col 3,l lines 
20-45), Lieberman teaches a system where entrants are required to purchase a product 
and deposit proof that he has done so, in order to be eligible for a prize (see Lieberman 
col 1 , lines 55-60) and Hawaii Hotels teaches an incentive program for travel agents, 
which awards points toward various prizes for each room booked by said travel agent at 
one of Aston's Hotels (see Hawaii Hotels paragraph 21). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to 
know that Lockwood . LaRoche and Hawaii Hotels would be motivated to award prizes 
to travel agents that place reservations to customers that purchased and attended said 
reservations or events, as taught by Lieberman in order that Lockwood. LaRoche and 
Hawaii Hotels don't finish giving prizes, which cost money, to agents for reservations 
that were later canceled and, therefore did not bring any revenue to the companies 
participating in said incentive programs. 

As per claims 47 and 63, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
award system further comprises a verifier classifying a point amount as pending for a 
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predetermined amount of time after the assignment of the point amount and converting 
the pending point amount to a redeemable point amount after the predetermined 
amount of time. However, the same argument made in claim 46 is also made in claim 
47. 

As per claims 48 and 64, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
award system further comprises: 

(a) a first verifier classifying a point amount as pending until a predetermined 
event occurs; and 

(b) a second verifier maintaining the point amount as pending for a 
predetermined amount of time after the occurrence of the event' and converting the 
pending point amount to redeemable after the predetermined amount of time. However, 
LaRoche teaches an award system that verifies the number or dollar value of sales 
made by an agent and based upon said verification awards said agent award points 
(see LaRoche col 3, 1 lines 20-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to know that Lockwood 
would participate in the LaRoche agent award system in order to motivate agents to 
increase sales by giving said agents awards points based upon said increase and 
Lockwood would verify the validity of said increase sales before giving said agent said 
points in order to avoid giving awards points to agents that did not create an increase of 
sales. 

As per claim 49, Lockwood fails to teach: 
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The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 42, wherein the information 
relating to the on-line purchase includes a log-in identifier related to the agent. However, 
LaRoche teaches a system where agents log in to said system by entering an agent's 
identifier in order that said system gives awards to the correct agent's terminal (see 
LaRoche col 3, lines 20-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to know that Lockwood 's 
travel reservation system would be motivated to participate in the LaRoche 's award 
system in order to motivate travel agents to generate additional sales as said agents 
would be compensated with award points based upon the number or dollar value of 
sales made. 

As per claims 50 and 65, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
awards system further comprises a reporter adapted to report the point total assigned to 
the agent. However, LaRoche teaches a system that reports that point total assigned to 
an agent based upon said agents earned awarded points (see LaRoche col 4, lines 18- 
25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the application was made, to know that Lockwood 's travel reservation system 
would be motivated to participate in the LaRoche 's award system in order to motivate 
travel agents to generate additional sales as said agents would be compensated with 
award points based upon the number or dollar value of sales made. 

As per claims 51 and 66, Lockwood fails to teach: 
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The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 50, wherein the reporter 
reports on-line the point total to the agent. However, LaRoche teaches a system that 
reports agents' awarded point total in real-time (see LaRoche col 4, lines 18-25). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the application was made, to know that Lockwood 's travel reservation system would be 
motivated to participate in the LaRoche 's award system in order to motivate travel 
agents to generate additional sales as said agents would be compensated with award 
points based upon the number or dollar value of sales made. 

As per claims 52 and 67, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 50, wherein the reporter 
reports in a hard copy format the point total for the agent. However, LaRoche teaches a 
system that reports the awarded point total assigned to an agent (see LaRoche col 4, 
lines 18-25). LaRoche does not expressly teach a hard copy report. However, Official 
Notice is taken that it is old and well known in the computer art to print a document 
displayed in a computer display. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to know that Lockwood 's 
travel reservation system would be motivated to participate in the LaRoche 's award 
system in order to motivate travel agents to generate additional sales as said agents 
would be compensated with award points based upon the number or dollar value of 
sales made. 

As per claims 53 and 68, Lockwood fails to teach: 
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The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 50, wherein the reporter 
reports a pending point total for the user. However, LaRoche teaches a system that 
indicates in real-time an agent awarded points. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to know that 
Lockwood would include the LaRoche system is his system in order to give agents an 
incentive to increase sales and would indicate said agents the pending points that 
different tasks would earn said agents in order that said agents would use said points as 
an incentive to perform said tasks. 

As per claims 54 and 69, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 50, wherein the reporter 
reports a redeemable point total for the user. However, LaRoche teaches a system that 
indicate to agents the amount of redeemable point total which would be applied to a 
prize (see LaRoche col 4, lines 10-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was made, to know that 
Lockwood 's travel reservation system would be motivated to participate in the 
LaRoche 's award system in order to motivate travel agents to generate additional sales 
as said agents would be compensated with award points based upon the number or 
dollar value of sales made and also, would indicate to said agents the amount of 
redeemable points in order that said agents use said indication as motivation to 
increase sales. 

As per claims 55 and 70, Lockwood fails to teach: 
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The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
awards system awards a point amount to the user 's account based on the monetary 
value of the on-line purchase. However, LaRoche teaches a system that rewards sales 
agents with award points based upon said agents performance, such as the number or 
dollar value of sales made (see LaRoche col 3, lines 20-45). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was 
made, to know that Lockwood 's travel reservation system would be motivated to 
participate in the LaRoche 's award system in order to motivate travel agents to generate 
additional sales as said agents would be compensated with award points based upon 
the number or dollar value of sales made. 

As per claims 56 and 71 , Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
awards system identifies on-line whether the agent has previously received points. 
However, LaRoche teaches a system that identifies in real-time whether an agent has 
previously received points (see LaRoche col 4, lines 1-25). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application was 
made, to know that Lockwood 's travel reservation system would be motivated to 
participate in the LaRoche 's award system in order to motivate travel agents to generate 
additional sales as said agents would be compensated with award points based upon 
the number or dollar value of sales made. 

As per claims 57 and 72, Lockwood fails to teach: 
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The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 41, wherein the on-line 
awards system assigns a bonus point amount to the agent based upon a predetermined 
activity in conjunction with the on-line purchase. However, LaRoche teaches an agents' 
award system which assigns bonus points to agents based upon said agents quality 
performance (see LaRoche col 3, lines 20-45). Therefore, the same rejection applied to 
claim 41 is applied to claim 57. 

As per claims 58 and 73, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 57, wherein the on-line 
award system assigns the bonus point amount to the user based upon one or more 
given criteria. However, LaRoche teaches an agent's award system which assigns 
bonus points to agent based upon said agents quality performance (see LaRoche col 3, 
lines 20-45). Therefore, the same rejection applied to claim 41 is applied to claim 58. 

As per claims 59 and 74, Lockwood fails to teach: 

The computerized on-line incentive system of claim 42, wherein the information 
relating to the on-line purchase uniquely identifies the agent. However, LaRoche 
teaches a system where an agent is uniquely identified for the purpose of giving said 
agents award points for different activities (see LaRoche col 3, lines 20-45). Therefore, 
the same rejection applied to claim 42 is also applied to claim 59. 

Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments filed 02/22/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The Applicant argues that the references cited in the Action's rejection 
fail the first prong of obviousness in that there is no suggestion or motivation to modify 
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or combine the references. The Examiner answers that Lockwood . LaRoche and Hawaii 
Hotels would be motivated to award incentive points to travel agents toward various 
prizes that place reservations to customers that have attended said reservations or 
events, as taught by Lieberman in order that Lockwood. LaRoche and Hawaii Hotels 
don't finish giving prizes, which cost money, to agents for reservations that were later 
canceled and, therefore did not bring any revenue to the companies participating in said 
incentive programs. 

The Applicant argues that Lieberman is non-analogous art. The Examiner 
answers that contrary to Applicant's argument, Lieberman is analogous art because 
Lieberman teaches the requirement of a proof of purchase before giving a reward. 

The Applicant argues that Applicant's invention is not in the same field of 
endeavor as Lieberman because according to the Applicant, his claimed invention 
relates to a computerized incentive system for awarding credits to person who book 
travel-related reservation. The Examiner answers that the Applicant is arguing about 
limitation not stated in the claims. Nowhere in Applicant's claims is recited anything 
about book travel-related reservation. 

The Applicant argues that Lieberman is not reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the Applicant were concerned because Lieberman does not teach 
business that participate in travel-related reservation systems. The Examiner answers 
that, it is noted that the features upon which Applicant relies (i.e., travel related 
reservation) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted 
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in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The Applicant argues that only hindsight reasoning would lead to the inclusion of 
Lieberman because a person would have to search a nonanalogous area to find 
Lieberman . The Examiner answers that contrary to Applicant's argument, hindsight 
reasoning was not necessary to find Lieberman because Applicant's claimed invention 
is based on giving awards based upon purchases and Lieberman teaches that it is old 
and well known to give award to customers based upon proof of purchase. 

The Applicant argues that if the Action continues to rely on unsupported 
contention, the Applicant request that the Examiner provide support for said contention. 
The Examiner answers that Lieberman is providing the support for said contention as 
Lieberman teaches that it is old and well known to give award to customers based upon 
proof of purchase. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL LASTRA whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6720 and fax 571-273-6720. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, ERIC W. STAMBER can be reached on 571-272-6724. The official Fax 
number is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 09/598,586 



Page 16 



Art Unit: 3622 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Daniel Lastra 
May 5, 2007 




